Redistricting
The End of the Lines S tarting with the primaries in March, contests for seats in the 108th Congress will be conducted with new district boundaries that are being fashioned on a state-by-state basis across the country. Each party is jockeying for advantage in the present round of redistricting.
But Republicans might pause a moment, raise a glass, and offer a hearty farewell to the lines that are about to sink into history.
Since the last nationwide redistricting a decade ago, the GOP has gone from being a seemingly permanent minority in the House of Representatives to a long-running -if far from permanentmajority. And so far, the valedictory to the current lines, in the form of the current round of special elections, has added another seat to their majority.
Since Franklin D. Roosevelt's inauguration nearly 70 years ago, Republicans have controlled the House just a dozen years. But they are now in their eighth straight year with a House majority.
Without doubt, the current lines have been the most productive for the Republicans since the preDepression years of the 1920s. The GOP has turned the South into its congressional cornerstone (as the region had long been for the Democrats) and reestablished Republican hegemony in the party's historic base, the Midwest.
Yet since the GOP's big breakthrough in 1994, expanded by a passel of party switches that followed, the Democrats have steadily chipped away at the Republican advantage. The GOP edge, once over 30 seats, is now less than a dozen, with Republicans losing seats since the mid-1990s in every region except the South. And the GOP plurality in the nationwide House vote -which reached nearly 5 million votes in 1994 -fell well below 500,000 in both 1996 and 2000.
Actually, from 1992 through 2000, the two parties have dueled to a virtual dead heat in congressional voting. Republican candidates drew 203.9 million votes; Democratic candidates, 202.5 million -a GOP plurality of 1.4 million votes out of nearly 420 million cast.
When translated into House seats, the results are just as close. Of the 2,175 congressional seats decided from 1992
Creating a GOP Majority: The South Has Been the Cornerstone
While the Republican surge in the South has been central to turning the GOP from a House minority to a House majority, the Republicans have gained seats in every region of the country except the Northeast since the last nationwide redistricting was completed in 1992. 
Continued on page 5
The Rhodes Cook Letter • January 2002
Republican House Strength Since 1932: The Last Decade Was Their Best
T here are droughts, and then there are droughts. The election of FDR in 1932 reshaped the political landscape to the Democrats' advantage. And nowhere was that advantage more longstanding than in the House of Representatives. In the 62 years after Roosevelt's inauguration, the GOP controlled the House exactly four years (1947-48 and 1953-54) . But beginning with the election of 1994, Republicans have enjoyed a House majority in four consecutive Congresses.
The following chart groups elections from one reapportionment to another, a 10-year span encompassing a set of five general elections that in most states takes place with the same set of congressional district lines. The chart indicates the number of years in each of these cycles that the Republicans were in the majority, the elections in which they won their highest and lowest number of seats (with the particular election year in parentheses), the differential between the high and low numbers in each cycle, and the average number of seats that the GOP won per election in that cycle. The Republican total for each election since 1932 is taken from Vital Statistics on Congress 1999-2000 (The AEI Press). In short, the last decade has been the best for long-suffering House Republicans since the days of Calvin Coolidge, "Lucky Lindy" and bootleg liquor. Whether they can consolidate their recent congressional comeback within the new lines that are about to come into being is one of the more important questions that this year's elections will answer.
Reapportionment and GOP House majorities, 1930s-1990s
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The Vote for the House: The Last Decade at the Ballot Box
The last round of congressional redistricting did not spell immediate problems for the Democrats. They scored a big congressional victory in 1992, only to lose control of the House two years later. Since then, the GOP has maintained a narrow majority in the House, although in the last three elections neither party has polled a majority of the nationwide congressional vote. 1992 96,037,285 48,795,762 43,811,597 3,429,926 4,984,165 D 258 176 1 1994 70,607,242 32,072,375 36,995,166 1,539,701 4,922,791 R 204 230 1 1996 89,862,878 43,626,470 43,902,303 2,334,105 275,833 R 207 227 1 1998 65,896,772 31,482,036 32,254,557 2,160,179 772,521 R 211 223 1 2000 97,226,268 46,520,851 46,954,281 3,751,136 433,430 R 212 221 2 Total: 419,630,445 202,497,494 203,917,904 13,215,047 1,420,410 R 1,092 1,077 6 (1992 -2000 In Percentages…. O ver the last few months there has been a trickle of special elections to fill vacancies in the 107th Congress. By and large, they have drawn little attention. But they are providing a swan song of sorts for the present congressional district lines and possibly some early clues for the midterm elections this year.
To be sure, the results of the eight special elections held over the last year have not been dramatic, certainly in a way that a series of GOP special election defeats in early 1974 forecast trouble for the Republicans that fall or that a pair of Democratic special election losses in the spring of 1994 were a harbinger of the party's disastrous midterm election showing several months later.
But some aspects of the current round of special elections are worth noting.
Good news for Republicans -who have seen the size of their House majority ebb in the latter half of the 1990s -is that they have gained a seat since the beginning of the 107th. Normally, the president's party loses ground in special elections.
Such losses cost the Democrats a net of five House seats during Jimmy Carter's presidency and a net of four during Bill Clinton's administration. Special election defeats cost Republicans a net of two seats during the presidency of George Bush.
Potentially noteworthy is that the GOP's pick up in 2001 was along Virginia's southern border, where Republican J. Randy Forbes won the vacant seat long held by the late Norman Sisisky, a Democrat. The South has been the cornerstone of the recent Republican House majority, but the party's momentum seemed to have stalled there in the 2000 election, when they showed a net loss of a congressional seat in the region for the first time in a decade. Forbes' victory, in a politically marginal district, may be a sign that the party is ready to resume its Southern advance.
Good news for the Democrats is that they came close to holding Sisisky's seat, losing by a margin of just 4 percentage points. And they held the GOP winners to 56% of the vote or less in special elections in three other decidedly Republican districts -the Ozark-based Arkansas 3rd, the Tulsa-based Oklahoma 1st and the rural Pennsylvania 9th. The respectable Democratic showings in hostile terrain may be a sign that more districts will be in play this fall than in the recent pastcertainly more than political strategists currently project.
Recent special election results also indicate that voters are opting for legislative experience over political "innocence." Six of the winners have been state senators or representatives, or recently had one of those posts in their background. The other two special election winners were politically well-connected businessmen, Republicans John Boozman of Arkansas and Bill Shuster of Pennsylvania.
However, the special elections have not been kind to "celebrity" candidates or those with a famous family name. Shuster, for instance, was the son of his district's long-time representative and suffered from charges of nepotism; he won by the rather tepid margin of 8 percentage points. Meanwhile, Cathy Keating, the wife of Oklahoma Gov. Frank Keating, finished a distant second in the Republican primary in the Oklahoma 1st District in spite of reportedly raising $800,000. She qualified for a runoff, but abandoned her candidacy instead, citing the need for party unity. In the election of 2000, a presidential year, fewer than 15 percent of victorious House candidates won with less than 55 percent of the vote (a standard benchmark for defining a competitive race). This paucity of competition is not unusual for the end of a decade, when incumbents are so firmly rooted in their domains that potential challengers tend to defer a challenge until redistricting -a process taking place right now around the country -creates a new political map.
Bad news for Elizabeth
SPECIAL HOUSE ELECTIONS: SOMETIMES A HARBINGER OF THINGS TO COME
In all but the seven least-populous states, which elect only one representative, boundaries will be redrawn. For some districts, little more than a "tummy tuck" is needed to reach the "one man, one vote" requirement that has been legally mandated since the 1960s. Many, however, will require major surgery to make them of equal population with other districts in their state.
The question now is: What will the new lines produce in the 2002 campaign? Will there be little or no increase in the number of competitive races, as occurred in the elections of 1972 and 1982? Or will there be the kind of dramatic spike in competition that defined the 1992 congressional elections (111 competitive races, as defined by the 55 percent benchmark, as compared to just 57 two years earlier)?
Why the sudden burst of competitiveness in 1992? To be sure, not all of it can be attributed to redistricting. Other powerful factors were at work that year. There was the strong scent of lax ethics emanating from Capitol Hill, courtesy of the House banking scandal. As the campaign season began, the nation was widely perceived to be in recession, which added to the unpredictability of the political backdrop. And nearly 15 percent of all House members had decided to call it quits, a post-World War II record that produced an unusually large number of open seats.
All in all, it was a volatile environment that is unlikely to be replicated in 2002. House departures are not expected to come anywhere close to the 65 retirements in 1992. No scandals have tarred large numbers of congressional members. And the 2000 reapportionment resulted in the smallest shift of House seats from the Frost Belt to the Sun Belt in decades -just 12 seats -which will limit the amount of political volatility produced by the need to create or eliminate districts.
But politics has a way of making any forecast -and any forecaster -look foolish. The full political impact of the terrorist attacks, and the events that have followed, is still to be determined. But we do know that Sept. 11 produced one of the quickest agenda shifts in the nation's history, and that Congress is one of the focal points of that shift. Then there's the economy: The "R" word is as widely mentioned now as it was in 1992, and there are no signs there will be a quick recovery from One caveat, however: In 1992, the level of competitiveness did not translate into a major shift of power; in the House, the Republicans scored a modest gain of 10 seats. But the highly competitive nature of that election was quite noticeable in other ways: Forty-three incumbents were defeated (the highest number in any election since the post-Watergate contest of 1974), including 19 members who lost in their party's primary (the highest number since the end of World War II).
In short, the skirmishing for House seats in 1992 was not confined to November. It was a year-long battle. For those who believe in competition, there's still time for history to repeat itself in 2002.
Redistricting and House Competitiveness Over The Years
What a difference a century makes: The competitiveness that characterized many House races in 1900 has become something of a rarity today. A race is considered competitive when the winner has less than 55.0% of the total vote; the percentage of competitive races in the entire House in a given election is indicated in parentheses. The numbers are included for the final pre-redistricting and first post-redistricting election of each decade. The former are years that end with a "0"; the latter are years that end with a "2." There were 357 seats at stake in 1900, 386 in 1902, 437 in 1960, and 435 in every election since then. The major court decisions mandating "one man, one vote" occurred in the 1960s. On the other hand, in the two states where Republicans plucked Senate seats from the Democrats (Nevada and Virginia), the GOP victories were -like Bush's triumph on the national level -geographically broad-based. Republican John Ensign swept all 17 Nevada counties in capturing a previously Democratic open seat, while in Virginia, Republican George Allen carried nearly three-quar-ters of the commonwealth's counties and independent cities in unseating Democratic incumbent Charles S. Robb.
Elections
In short, the basic dynamic of the Bush-Gore electoral map was replicated in a number of the key Senate contests of 2000. And while the "sea of red" in presidential and Senate voting spoke to a general Democratic problem in rural America, the clusters of blue underscored Republican difficulties in many of the nation's larger population centers that clearly extended deeper than the presidential voting.
If there was another point evident in the 2000 Senate elections, it is that ticketsplitting is alive and well. While the same party won the presidential and Senate voting in two dozen states, in 10 states they did not. Six Democrats were elected in states carried by Bush; four Republicans won in states carried by Gore.
In some states, the margins were slim in both the presidential and Senate voting. Bush won Missouri, for instance, by 3 percentage points, while Carnahan took the Senate race by 2 points -a swing, if you will, of only 5 points.
But in a number of other states, the variation was much greater. Gore carried Vermont by 10 percentage points, while Jeffords (then a Republican) won reelection by 40 points -a swing of 50 points. Meanwhile, Bush swept North Dakota by 28 percentage points, while Democrat Kent Conrad won by 23 points -a swing of 51 points.
What does it all mean? At the least, that voters are independent minded. And how they vote for president is no sure indicator of how they will vote for other offices. Like Kennedy, Hillary gained national attention as a member of the nation's "first family," picked New York as the site for her political debut, and had to weather charges of being a carpetbagger before winning a Senate seat with the help of strong coattail pull from the top of the Democratic ticket.
Key Democratic Senate Winners: Making a Few Counties Go a Long Way
There were some differences in their successful Senate campaigns, to be sure. Kennedy mounted a whirlwind effort in 1964 that he did not launch until late August of election year. Hillary's campaign lasted almost a year and a half, from the exploratory, "listening tour" stage to Election Day 2000.
Kennedy challenged an incumbent Republican senator from upstate New York, Kenneth B. Keating. Mrs. Clinton faced a young GOP congressman from Long Island, Rick A. Lazio, in a contest for an open seat.
Kennedy and Keating did not debate. The former first lady and Lazio did, with one of the campaign's more compelling moments coming when Lazio crossed the stage during one debate to challenge Mrs. Clinton to sign a ban on the use of soft money. She demurred, and Lazio's assertive action was widely panned.
The former first lady enjoyed generally favorable coverage from the state's major newspaper, The New York Times, and ultimately won its endorsement.
Kennedy had to contend with the antipathy of the Times, which described his campaign as "the Kennedy Blitzkreig" and criticized his support from the "most discredited of (the state's) machine bosses." Even after the votes were counted and Kennedy had won, the Times was slow to give him credit for his victory. The paper attributed it instead to "anti-Goldwater sentiment resulting in a Johnson landslide."
Basic Similarities
Both Bobby and Hillary benefited from top of the ticket help. Johnson swept New York in 1964 by a margin of nearly 2.7 million votes, almost 2 million votes more than Kennedy's margin of victory. Meanwhile, Al Gore carried the state in 2000 by 1.7 million votes, almost 1 million more than Mrs. Clinton's plurality. But by the nature of their celebrity and controversial personalities, which to their critics combined equal parts ambition and ruthlessness, both Democratic Senate winners ran highly publicized campaigns that drew almost as much national attention as the presidential race itself. And in the end, both RFK and Hillary were elected to the Senate by nearly identical margins.
HILLARY AND BOBBY: SOME SIMILARITIES IN THEIR NEW YORK SENATE WINS
Kennedy rolled up 53.5% of the vote and won by a plurality of nearly 720,000 votes. Mrs. Clinton took 55.3% of the vote and was elected by a margin of slightly more than 830,000 votes.
Yet each won in a different fashion. Hillary took nearly three-fourths of the vote in New York City, crushing Lazio there by a margin of more than 1 million votes. But she lost both the suburbs and upstate New York, trailing her Republican opponent outside the city by nearly a quarter million votes.
Kennedy carried New York City by a smaller margin, slightly more than 700,000 votes. But he was able to battle Keating to a draw in the rest of the state, narrowly losing the suburbs but running ahead of the Republican in upstate New York.
As it turned out, RFK's 1964 Senate victory provided a preview of sorts of his strengths and weaknesses as a vote-getter in the Democratic presidential primaries in 1968. In both races, Kennedy ran well among minority voters in the cities and blue-collar workers in factory towns, but fared poorly among the intelligentsia, whether in affluent urban settings or tranquil college communities.
Kennedy drew a higher share of the vote than Mrs. Clinton in many of the counties of upstate New York with an industrial heritage and a large Catholic population, such as Rensselaer (Troy), Oneida (Rome and Utica), Onondaga (Syracuse), Niagara (Niagara Falls) and Erie (Buffalo). 
HILLARY AND BOBBY: COMPARING THEIR SENATE VOTE IN REGIONS OF THE EMPIRE STATE
